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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is responsive to communications: RCE filed 04/27/2006, and Amendment 
filed 03/27/2006. 

2. Claims 1-3, 6-8, and 17-23 are pending in the case. Claims 1, 17, and 19 are independent 
claims. 

3. The rejections of claims 6-8 under § 1 12 have been withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§101 

4. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

5. Claims 1-3, 6-8, 20, 21, and 23 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C, 101 because the 
claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

The claims are drawn to functional descriptive material NOT claimed as residing on a 
computer readable medium. MPEP 2106.IV.B.l(a) (Functional Descriptive Material) states: 

"Data structures not claimed as embodied in a computer-readable medium are descriptive material per 
se and are not statutory because they are not capable of causing functional change in the computer." 

"Such claimed data structures do not define any structural or functional interrelationships between the 
data structure and other claimed aspects of the invention which permit the data structure's functionality to be 
realized." 

The claims, while defining a system, do not define a "computer-readable medium" and is 
thus non-statutory for that reasons. A system can range from paper on which the program is 
written, to a program simply contemplated and memorized by a person. The Office suggests 
amending the claim to embody the program on "computer-readable medium" in order to make 
the claim statutory. 
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"In contrast, a claimed computer-readable medium encoded with the data structure defines structural 
and functional interrelationships between the data structure and the computer software and hardware 
components which permit the data structure's functionality to be realized, and is thus statutory." - MPEP 
2106.IV.B.l(a) 

Claims 1-3, 6-8, and 17-23 are rejected as being directed to an abstract idea with no 
practical application. In order to be considered a practical application of an abstract idea, the 
claims must provide a practical application that produces a useful, tangible and concrete result. 
See "Interim Guidelines for Examination of Patent Applications for Patent Subject Matter 
Eligibility" § IV.C.2.b. In this case, no tangible result is apparent in any of the claims. The 
integrated signal does not appear to be a tangible result. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

7. Claims 1 and 22 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Gupta et al (US 200301 961 64 Al, filed 9/15/1999). 

Regarding independent claim(s) 1 and 22, Gupta discloses a user interface and input box for 
identifying content (Fig. 8, 262). Gupta discloses a prompt and input box for entering a start 
time that content will be displayed (Fig. 8, 268). Gupta discloses a monitor that displays a data 
signal and a video signal (Fig. 3), which inherently must be integrated. A monitor does not 
understand any of the content that it displays. All the monitor is told is what pixels to make what 
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color and where. As such the signal that is sent to a monitor is a signal with all the various 
logical content (such as data and video) to be displayed integrated into the display signal. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 2-3, and 6-8 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gupta, and further in view of Bayeh et al (US006012098A, filed 2/23/1998). 
Regarding dependent claim(s) 2, Gupta teaches that the content is stored in a database (para. 
47). Gupta does not disclose storing the content as XML. Bayeh teaches translating stored 
content into XML (col. 8, 11. 3-18). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to combine Bayeh and Gupta, therefore translating the content, in 
order to provide a standardized output (Bayeh, col. 8, 11. 19-22). 

Regarding dependent claim(s) 3, Gupta does not teach generating an HTML file. Bayeh 
teaches an XSL parser to generate an HTML file (col. 9, 11. 5-8). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to format the information as HTML 
because browsers expected to receive HTML (col. 2, 11. 52-53). 

Regarding dependent claim(s) 6-8, Gupta does not expressly show the specific data 
claimed. However, these differences are only found in the nonfunctional descriptive material 
and are not functionally involved in the steps recited. The processing step would be performed 
the same regardless of the data. Thus, this descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed 
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invention from the prior art in terms of patentability, see In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 
USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In reLowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to process any type of data because such data does not functionally relate 
to the steps in the method claimed and because the subjective interpretation of the data does not 
patentably distinguish the claimed invention. 

10. Claims 17-19 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gupta, and further in view of Bayeh, and further in view of Logan (US 20030093790A1, 
priority date 3/28/2000). 

Regarding independent claim(s) 17, Gupta discloses a user interface (Fig. 8, 262). Gupta 
discloses a prompt and input box for entering a start time and end time capable of selecting a 
particular frame (Gupta, para. 61). Gupta teaches that the content is stored in a database (para. 
47). Gupta discloses a monitor that displays a data signal and a video signal (Fig. 3), which 
inherently must be integrated. A monitor does not understand any of the content that it displays. 
All the monitor is told is what pixels to make what color and where. As such the signal that is 
sent to a monitor is a signal with all the various logical content (such as data and video) to be 
displayed integrated into the display signal. Gupta does not disclose storing the content as XML. 
Bayeh teaches translating stored content into XML (col. 8, 11. 3-18). Bayeh teaches a first XSL 
parser to generate a first HTML file (col. 9, 11. 5-8). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine Bayeh and Gupta, therefore 
translating the content, in order to provide a standardized output (Bayeh, col. 8, 11. 19-22). Gupta 
and Bayeh do not explicitly disclose a television program, but a general multimedia presentation 
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(Gupta, para. 4). Logan discloses integrating the content into the television program (para. 80). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
extend the general multimedia presentations of Gupta and Bayeh into the television program of 
Logan, thereby integrating the HTML code into the television program, in order to display more 
information about television program (Logan, para. 6). 

Regarding dependent claim(s) 18, Gupta does not teach generating an HTML file. Bayeh 
teaches a second XSL processor for different presentation requirements, (col. 8, 11. 55-57), which 
would encompass a different device. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to format the information as HTML because browsers expected to 
receive HTML (Bayeh, col. 2, 11. 52-53). 

Regarding independent claim(s) 19, Gupta entering content information (Fig. 8, 262). Gupta 
teaches that the content is stored in a database (para. 47). Gupta discloses a monitor that displays 
a data signal and a video signal (Fig. 3), which inherently must be integrated. A monitor does 
not understand any of the content that it displays. All the monitor is told is what pixels to make 
what color and where. As such the signal that is sent to a monitor is a signal with all the various 
logical content (such as data and video) to be displayed integrated into the display signal. Gupta 
does not disclose storing the content as XML. Bayeh teaches translating stored content into 
XML (col. 8, 11. 3-18). Bayeh teaches a first XSL parser to generate a first HTML file (col. 9, 11. 
5-8). Bayeh teaches a second XSL processor for different presentation requirements, (col. 8, 11. 
55-57), which would encompass a different device. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine Bayeh and Gupta, therefore 
translating the content, in order to provide a standardized output (Bayeh, col. 8, 11. 19-22). Gupta 
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and Bayeh do not explicitly disclose a television program, but a general multimedia presentation 
(Gupta, para. 4). Logan discloses integrating the content into the television program (para. 80). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
extend the general multimedia presentations of Gupta and Bayeh into the television program of 
Logan, thereby integrating the HTML code into the television program, in order to display more 
information about television program (Logan, para. 6). 

11. Claims 20, 21, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gupta as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Applicant's Admitted Prior 
Art. 

Regarding dependent claim(s) 20, Gupta does not explicitly disclose the webTV format. 
Applicant admits that the WebTV format was one that must be considered, and was therefore 
was a desired format at the time of the invention (p. 1). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use the WebTV format for that desired 
reason. 

Regarding dependent claim(s) 20, Gupta does not explicitly disclose the AOLTV format. 
Applicant admits that the AOLTV format was one that must be considered, and was therefore 
was a desired format at the time of the invention (p. 1). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use the AOLTV format for that desired 
reason. 

Regarding dependent claim(s) 23, Gupta does not explicitly disclose displaying a signal on two 
monitors. Official Notice is taken that it was well-known and common at the time of the 
invention to display a signal on two monitors. Therefore it would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to display the signal on a plurality of monitors 
to display the signal to two different people. 

Response to Arguments 

12. Applicant's arguments filed 03/27/2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Regarding Applicant's remarks on §101 rejections of claim 1: 

Applicant alleges the amendments moot the rejections. The Office does not see how, and the 
rejection has been maintained and further expanded. 
Regarding Applicant's remarks on Claim 1: 

Applicant alleges that Gupta does not teach an integrated signal. However, Gupta discloses a 
monitor that displays a data signal and a video signal (Fig. 3), which inherently must be 
integrated. A monitor does not understand any of the content that it displays. All the monitor is 
told is what pixels to make what color and where. As such the signal that is sent to a monitor is a 
signal with all the various logical content (such as data and video) to be displayed integrated into 
the display signal. 

The rest of the Applicant's remarks are analogous to the ones above and have been 
answered above. 

Conclusion 

13. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Adam M. Queler whose telephone number is (571) 272-4140. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Steven Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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